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1 Monday. July 31, 2000. Correct? 1 A. Well. not under my definition. Under the 
2 A. I'm sure th*t'S the correct cl*,*. I 2 FCC's definition that's whet line sharing is. 

3 don’t remember. but. 3 cl. Well. and you *Q-with the FCC’S 

4 Q. Okay. and during that proceeding Michelle 4 definition I teke it. 

5 Bourianoff, the ettorney for Al-&T, asked you some 5 A. Well. certainly. 

6 questions in that proceeding, did she not? 6 Q. Okay. That was easy e”ouQh. 

7 A. Yes, she did. 7 NOW. you understand AT&T’s line splining 

B Q. And one ofthe question* she asked you. B proposal. do you not. to be where a CLEC. UNE-P CLEl 

9 and I’m reading from page 259 c~f the transcript in 9 provides voice service and a data CLEC provides data 

LO that proceeding, is: “So it is your contention that 10 service OYer a loop. correct7 

II the *pli,,er is advanced survives equipment?” Answer: 11 A. I ““derstsnd that *-re.T’s proposal Qoes 

I2 ” No.” ~12 far beyond that. but. yes, ,h*,‘s part a‘ AT&,-s 

13 A. And. aQ*in, l’cl have to lOOk at the 13 proposal. 

14 context. As I said, I’m not saying it’s part of what 14 Cl Okay. And that the voice provider can be 

15 is required to provision an advanced service because 15 a “NE-P provider. correct? 

L6 you can provlsian an advanced service without a 16 A. Yes. 

L, splitter. However. in order to line share you do 17 Q. Okey. and the* Ameritech is not the voice 

LB need a splitter In order to separate the voice from IS provider in the line SpllninQ Scenario, MrreCt? 

.9 the data. so. you know. that’s exactly what I was 19 A. That is also correct. 

!O trying to say here. 20 Q. Okay. 

!I Q. So is it your contention. Ms. Chapman. 21 Now, is it your contention. Ms. Chapman, 

!2 that the splitter is a piece d advanced s*rviCes 22 that the “NE platform cm only be used to provide 

700 
1 eq”ipme”t or nor? Yes or no? 1 voice service? 

2 A. I can’, yes or no because I WO”ld tlsve to 2 A. The LINE platform where the elements are 

3 read the definition of advanced services equipment 3 combined no, by the CLEC but by Ameritech. yes. If 

4 agsin in order -- 4 the CLEC combine* the unbundled elements into a 

5 a So you were able to *nsw*r it in Texas, 5 platform ,hemsel”*s, men, no. they could use those 

6 but you *red, able to answer it here, correcr) 6 elements to provida line splining today. 

7 A. Again. I would need to relook **that 7 Q. Okay. So if I. AT&T. purchase e loop and 

8 definition in order to make that determinetion. I’m 8 e port as part of a LINE platform mmbin*,ion in 

9 not saying It’s not or that it is, one way or the 9 Illinois. under your proposal I cennot use that 

.o other. but it’s a complex deRni,ion. and I’d hsve to 10 platform, that loop and port combinetion with 

.I review it to respond. yea. II tmnsp~ti. to provide de,* **rvI~e. Correct? 

2 a. So you don’t know sitting here today. 12 A. *gain. if you’re P”P2hSSl”Q the el*m*ntS 

3 A. That’s correct 13 in a pre-combinad fashion the, don’, include a 

4 0. NOW. you understand AT&T% position in 14 splitter. than. no. you wouldn’t be able to use 

5 this metter to be that Ameritech has to provkie 15 something th*t’s not pert of the* platform. If you 

6 access to the splitter as part of the unbundled loop. 16 p”rchased me elements h*p*r*tely and combi”ecl them 

7 Correct? 17 with something *Is*. then. yes, you could use them - 

8 A. Yes. 18 (interrupted). 

9 cl. Okay. Ami you will agree met line 19 Q. So you’re saying -- h-n sorry. So 

0 sharing. under your definition. is where Ameritech 20 YOU’VS SF+i”Q th*t if I ,,LlPZhFS.S the dcY”e”tS 

1 provides the voice s*rvic* and the cleta CLEC provides 21 separately, I can provide data service. but as a 

2 the data service over the same loop. 22 UNE-P CLEC purchasing the LINE platform. I cannot 

I.., 1 i ..*- D^-^-c1-- n -----.. *7*,c*e cec.4 v-2___ n_-_ 
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1 provide data service under your proposal. 1 order to physically do that. 

2 A. If you purchase something that is in a 2 a. Okay. NOW, if lh a “NE-P provider. will 

3 preset confiQur*tio”. then you cannot provide 3 you **sum* with me the* I don’t have any kind of 

4 something that’s not part of that configuration. 4 collocation space already? 

5 Ye*. 5 A. sure. 

6 Q. And let me explore that a little bit. Is 6 Q. Okay. The first step men I would need 

7 It your contention that because you have to seperate 7 to do is I would need to arrenge for collocation 

8 the loop end the switch port to insert the splitter. 8 space for a splitter and q DSLAM. Is that correct? 

9 that at that point it’s not the existing UNE platform 9 A. And part of that would either be yours or 

0 combination any bnQer? Is that your contention. 10 your partner CLEC. In line sharing or line 

1 MS. Chapman? 11 splitting. collocation is physically required in 

2 A. That’* right. In order to add line 12 order to provision the service. so wtmever Is going 

3 Shering Or line Splithg to en existing voice 13 to provide the date service has to be collocated. 

4 service, you’d have to ectually physically separate 14 a. Right. 

5 the loop *nd the port. and at that point they ens no 15 A. So “.‘hOe”er iS QOi”Q to be PUtti”Q this 

6 longer combined. You have to insert something in the 16 date service on is collocated. and so if you’re 

7 middle. n ,,ertnerin~ with someone. you would probably use 

8 0. And that’s required I think you said for 18 theirs if you’re not physically collocat*cl yourself 

9 line splitting and line sharing. Correct? 19 and use their sputter. 

0 A. That is correct. 20 a. Oksy. Suppose I’m partnering with a data 

1 Q. Okay. And at that point then is it your 21 CLEC that does not have its own splitter because 

2 contention the* once you make that separation. it’s 22 prior to this time it v-d** using Ameritech’s splitter. 

70. , 
1 no longer the platform. but they are at that point 1 Then 1 ~oukl have to -- assuming *ha CLEC wonV. I 

2 separate unbundled elements: that is a separate loop 2 mean the cl*** CLEC won’t. I v.c.“ld have to place -- 

3 and a separate switch port? 3 collocate and put a aplnter in my colloc*tion space. 

4 A. That is also correct. yes. 4 U3rr*Ct-? 

5 cl. Okay. Now, can y-2” turn to ,,*QS 28 of 5 A. Or. again, p**n*r with them end put the* 

6 your rebuttal testimony? 6 in their collocation specs. If you’re partnering 

7 A. sure. 7 With them - I mean this is not a big piece of 

8 Q. And I think that actually the discussion 8 equipment. You know, it’s a shelf. It’s not a large 

9 begins on page 27. but 28 lists five steps. DO you 9 piece of equipment at all. so if they’re not willing 

0 see that in the first half of page 287 10 to purchase it themselv*s. then *T&T Could purchase 

1 A. Ye*. 11 it and put it in their space if they’re willing to 

2 Q. Are these the steps - well. strike that. 12 partner With you. 

3 If I’177 *T&T and I’m providing voice 13 Q. But one of us h*v* to have it, in any 

4 service over the LINE-P in Illinois and I want to sdd 14 *“*“t. 

5 - my end user wants to add data service to that 15 A. Yes. yes. It has to be. 

6 loo,,. ere these the steps that I, AT&T. as that “NE-P 16 0. Okay. 

7 voice pro”ider. would need to go thrOUQh in order to 17 A. Or it could also be part of DSLAM. 

B add data servica to the loop that I have? 18 Splitters *re frequently integrated vfith DSLAMs, so 

9 A. This is basically what% going to have to 19 in a lot of cases the CLEC. the data CLEC. will have 

0 happen. These may not actually be completely 20 an integrated splitter and DSLAM, so it may not even 

1 separate steps that AT&T would perform individually. 21 be a separate piece of equipment. 

* but. yes. *It these steps would be what happens in 22 Q. B”, there are DSLAMS that do not have an 

..1,1__-- m ̂ -^- -1-- “^--_-__ *,-l,c,ls CO<” T-*^-- n-e- 
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1 or whatever, you could do was, as well. 1 Q. Okay. Is it your understanding that 

2 Q. Okay. And my understanding Is that the 2 there are two local sewlca r.sq”e*ts that era 

3 CLEC. meaning me. is not given access to the main 3 required to do the five steps7 

4 didribution frame to do that combining. Correct? 4 A. Yes. That’s “hat I’ve stated. 

5 A. Well. no. you wouldn’t do the combining 5 Q. Okay. end there has to be some kind of 

6 on the main distribution mm*. Access to the main 6 coordination then between those two local servile 

7 distribution frame would ceuse serious liability 7 requests to make sure that if my UNE-P is being 

* problems. so. 8 disconnected and lh using the same loop, that that 

9 Q. And. again, in this scenario then. once 9 same loop is up end running to the Customer. 

.o --well. strike that. 10 COW*&7 

1 Then the fifth step would be that I would 11 A. Just as vfith line sharing where we are 

.2 have to disconnect my “NE-P Correct? 12 separating. you know, the voice and the -- I mean the 

.3 A. Yes, s”d that actually would be part of 13 switch and the loop, we would need to do the work at 

~4 this whole process. There wouldn’t be something 14 the same time. just as we would in a CLEC-owned 

.5 separate that AT&T actually did. It would be part of 15 splitter and a line-sharing environment, so there’s 

.6 the reuse of the facilities. and that would just be 16 that level of coordination that we would normally do 

.7 the last thing as far as the order actually getting 17 the* we would do in this case as well. 

.B processed. That would be done at the same time, yes. 18 0. And that coordination has to work bscause 

.9 Q. And then at this point my IJNE-P is 19 if hn disconnecting a “NE-P arrangement and entering 

!O disconnected. and I’m no longer a UNE provider in 20 into this five-step arrangement. in order to make 

!I your view. cor”?cr7 21 sum that we maintain voice hervICe to the customer 

12 A. You’re a LINE provider. You’re -- right. 22 there has to be adequate coordinstion between tho*e 

712 71 
1 Q. But not a LINE platform provider. lb7 1 local service requests. 

2 sorry I did not be more specific. * A. Right. 

3 A. Well, you’re still e IJNE platform 3 Q. Work orders. 

4 provider, but in thi* case you’re providing your 4 A. Just es with the line sharing. we would 

5 voice service over sapmate unbundled elements *s 5 do the same type of coordination in this case. 

6 opposed to an Ameritech combined platform. 6 Q. Now, these five steps that you’ve listed 

7 Q. So you’re making that distinction in the 7 on page 28. does this constitute the same arr*ngement 

8 platform. I ““dersta”d. 8 that Ameritech would provide to a data CLEC engaging 

9 A. Ye*. 9 in line sharing providing its own splitter? 

0 Q. Now. it seems to me if there’s going -- 10 A. I’nl not sure I ““derstand what you mean 

1 strike *t-la*. 11 by the same arrangement thet Ameritech would provide. 

2 Is there an actual disconnect request that 12 Could you clarity7 

3 goes In to accomplish that number five? 13 Q. Are these the same steps that a CLEC 

4 A. That would be part of the earlier LSRs 14 would have to -- engaging in line sharing by 

5 that *ct”ally request the reuse. IWS me clisco”“ect 15 providing its own splitter would need to go through? 

6 of *ha UNE-P and reuse of the facilities in the loop 16 A. pretty much. They are going to have to 

7 and the switch port, so it would not be a separate 1, have the collocation space in any case again. They 

B request. It wo”ld be ,,*I, of the other request. 18 are going to need to d*t*nnine whether or not the 

9 Q. Is it part - so ifs part of the two LSR 19 loop meets their needs. Again. *heyYe going to have 

0 requests, local service requests, that you referenced 20 to submit the order. Again. w*‘re going to have to 

1 in regard to the third step? 21 try and reuse the facilities. end if we can’t. then, 

2 A. Ye*. 22 you know. we have to change the facilities. and then 

Sullivan Reporting Company 217/528-6964 Index Page 7 



a 

I J”LhaI ““-“,,cl I”,III,“” 
115 71’ 

1 we do the physical work. so. yes. it’s very, very 1 service to a UN&P provider. there are a couple of 

2 similar. 2 options. One of the options is that the data CLEC 

3 Q. Okay. Now. if I understand your 3 can purchase the whole loop and provide data service 

4 testimcmy correctly. Ameritech -- strike that. 4 using that loop. and AT&T can purchase a separate 

5 If Ameritech is providing the voice 5 loop and provide voice service to that end “bar using 

6 service and a data CLEC is providing the date service 6 a second loop. Correct7 

7 in a line-sharing arrangement. and the end user wants 7 A. Yes, that is one of the options 

8 to change its voice sewice to a LINE-P provider, 8 available. 

9 Ameritech won’t allow the UNE-P provider to use that 9 Q. Okay, and then I guess one of the other 

LO loop and the splitter to provide voice service 10 options available is for AT&T to go thm”gh the five 

L1 Correct? 11 steps listed on page 28 and set up the arrangement 

L2 A. Yes. Actuatly the Line Sharing Order 12 that we talked about there. 

13 specifically prohibits that. If the voice is 13 A. That is enother option. yes. 

14 disconnected for any reason. the Line Sharing Order 14 0. Okay. 

15 requires that the data provider has the opporhini,y 15 If Ameritech is engaging in a line-sharing 

is tea use -- if they want to continue providing data 16 arrangement with a data CLEC and Ameritech is 

.7 service. then they have the opportunity to use that 17 providing the splitter. if the end user then wards to 

-8 entire loop. Now if the voice provider wanted to 18 change its voice provider to someone other than 

.9 partner With that cl*** CLEC, you know, as you’d 19 Ameritech, is it fair to characterize your testimony 

!O suggested. the” since that data CLEC would have 20 as saying that there are no ciramwdancas in which 

!1 complete access to the entire loop, then they would 21 Ameritech will agree to provide the splitter when 

!2 be able to, *gal”. take a switch port over to that 22 anyone other than Ameritech is providing the voice 

716 ‘II 
1 data CLEC and do it that way. but the Line Sharing 1 service. even when Ameritech was providing the 

2 Order specifically gives the data CLEC full rights to 2 splitter to the data CLEC under line sharing 

3 the loop. 3 previously? 

4 Q. Okay. but my question Is -- I understand 4 A. Yes. Where we have no direct 

5 what the FCC’s Line Sharing Order says and what the 5 relationship with that voice customer, we vx~uld not 

6 Texas 271 Order says. I’m just **king. those orders 6 be providing the splitter. 

7 aside. from a practical standpoint, if Ameritech is 7 0. Okay. 

8 in a line-sharing arrangement providing voice and a 8 On the bo,,om of page 16 and the top of 

9 data CLEC is providing data service over that loop 9 page 17 Of your rebuttel t*stimo”y. Ms. Chapman, you 

0 and the end user c”*tomer wants to chsnge iks voice 10 discuss a situation there where you have a loop and 

1 provider to an AT&T UNE-P service. UNE platform 11 then you have a switch that is unable to support 

2 service. Ameritech. from a practical standpoint. 12 three-way calling. Do you rac.all that hypothetical 

3 orders aside. will not allow AT&T to provision voice 13 that you - or that example7 

4 service using the UNE platform over that loop “Sing 14 A. Let me just read over it real quick so I 

5 Arn*ri**cW* splitter. 15 know what you’re talking about. I think I do. 

6 A. Well. again, we’re not allowed to, so, 16 (Brief peuse in the proceedings.) 

7 no, we would not. n Ye*. 

8 0. Is it your testimony that the Line 18 Q. Okay. And in ,hi* *it”*,ion then. the 

9 Sharing Order prohibits you from doing that? 19 switch c*nno, support three-way calling. Correct? 

0 A. Yes. it does. 20 A. I believe so. Yes. 

1 0. So from what I understand you to say 21 Q. And what you state is when you connect a 

2 then. thet if the and user wants to change its voice 22 loop then to that switch. you indicate that that’s 

Sullivan Reporting Company 211/528-6964 Index Page 
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not a limitation imposed upon the availeble functions 1 them is a function of what you’re conneding them to. 

of the ICC,,. but it’s sim,,ly the n*t”re, cu,ccme of * Q. But isn’t it correct. Ms. Chapman, that 

chccsing one arrsngement over ancther one. Correct? 3 the reascn the, the loop can’t ,r*n*~crt or transmit 

A. That is ccrrec,. 4 the three-way calling function is because the switch 

0. Okay. NOW in this scenario the *witch is 5 doesn’t have the three-way calling feature. function. 

not physically capable cf supporting three-way 6 or capability in it? 

calling. Ccrre~t7 7 A. Right. 

A. That’s correct. 8 Q. Then, you. 

0. Okay. So would you -- is it fair to say 9 A. Just as the switch does not heve a 

then that three-way calling is not a feature function 10 splitter functionality in it. 

or capability of that *witch? 11 Q. Thank you. 

A. What I was saying is the loop is 12 A. Yes. that is what kn saying. 

physically capable of carrying, suppcrting a 13 Q. NOW. would you agree with me that in a 

three-way calling ,r*n*mi**icn ever the loop, just as 14 “NE platform arrangement. the ICOP of that “NE 

a loop is physically capable of ,r*n*mining both 15 platform combination. arr*ngement. whatever yc” w* 

voice and data. carrying voice and data. Now if you 15 to call it. there is a high frequency portion of that 

hock up a loop to the switch, if that switch is 17 loop. correct7 

capable of WansmiWng three-way calling, for lack 18 A. Yes. 

of a better word. then the lccp now can su,,,,cr, 19 Q. Okay. And, in fact. that high frequency 

three-way calling. If the switch cannot. then the 20 portion of that loop is physically capable of 

loop cannot. It’s not that the loo,, is any different 21 supporting data s*rvicBs. Correct? 

or that the capabilities, features. and function* of 22 A. Ye*. 

720 
the lccp are any different. It’s. just that under one 1 Q. Okay. Thank you, MS. Chapman. 

scenario you can - based on the configuration. you 2 On page 2, of your rebu,,al testimony. 

have different abilities, so that’s just the same *s 3 question: “Do Ameritech Illinois’ proposed pmcesses 

it is with the splitter. 4 require collocation where none WCUM ctherwise b-s 

Q. Let me reask my question. Maybe I didn’t 5 required7” I just want to explore that a little bit. 

state it dearly. Is it your testimony that the 6 I think we went thmugh this a linle bit before. I 

three-way calling feature then is not a feature. 7 don’t mean to be repetitive. 

function, or capabIlity of the *witch in your example 8 If AT&T is * “NE platfcrm voice provider 

that you “se on page 16 and 17 of your rebuttal 9 and the end user want* tc add data *awice, AT&T is 

testimony7 10 going to need to find -- either prcvlde the data 

A. I was talking *bout the features and 11 service by itself or find * data CLEC partner. 

functicnalities of the loop itself. no, of the 12 correct7 

switch. 13 A. Yes. Obviously, you have to have sameons 

Q. Okay, but I’m asking you about the switch 14 to provide the data. 

that you refer to. Is it your testimony that the 15 0. Okay. And AT&T can’, use an Ameritech 

three-way calling then is no, a feature, function, or 16 splitter. 

capability of the switch? 3.7 A. Th*,‘s correct. 

A. I guess I’m not following what you’re 18 Q. Somebody has to own the splitter. 

saying becsuse my testimony is about the features and 19 A. Ye*. 

functicnalities of the loop. the cap*bilitie* of the 20 Q. Okay. And I think you ststed before that 

loop. and how the capabilities of the loop are not 21 some data CLECs - well. strike that. 

any different. It’s just that whet you transmit ever 22 The data CLEC I,** to be wllccated. 

71_--- n^-^-Lz-- n--- ^___ .7--l,c-e rc3.c” T.-s___ n_-_ 
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A. Yes. 

Q. Some data CLECs have splitters. some 

Cb”‘,. 

A. Ye*. 

Q. Okay. Now. in that scenario where I wsnt 

to add a data service to my end usefs loop and I’m a 

UNE platform provider, suppose the data CLEC doesn’t 

have mom in its ccllcca,icn space for a *plier. 

In that case, the data CLEC will have to augment its 

ccllccaticn space, correct7 Assume no room. 

A. Okay. Assuming that it was full and they 

couldn’t find room ‘or a very *me,, piece Of 

equipment. then, yes, that would be ca-reti. 

Q. Okay. and then I think we spoke before 

that if the data CLEC. for whatever ra*scn, doesn’t 

want to have the splitter physically ccllccated in 

its collocation space, then I, the “NE-P provider. 

will have to establish ccllccatlcn space. Correct? 

A. Again. in that unlikely si,u*,icn. then 

yes. 

Q. And I would have tc -that unlikely 

situation. unlikely why? 

,<- 
A. I think it is unlikely that the data CLEC 

would not want to have the splitter in their 

possession because they would want to be able to have 

access to it in order to run tests and everything 

else that we’ve discussed here. I would think thet 

they would wan, to have *ccc** tc thet splinar. so I 

would think that would be an unlikely si,u*ticn. 

Q. In ‘act. there are * number cf.,*,* CLECs 

whc dc no, hsve splitters in their own ~cllo~aticn 

space. Isn’t that correct. Ms. Chapman’? 

A. Yes. I, IS. 

Q. Okay. Thank you. 

So AT&T. if the data CLEC didn’t hsve * 

splitter or didn’t want to heve a spliner. wculd 

have to establish a ccllccaticn space from squsre 

one. correct7 

A. Again, with all those assumptlcns, yes. 

that would be correct. 

(1. Thank you. 

Now you have a lo, of references in your 

rebuttal testimony to the Texas 27, Order. Correct? 

A. Yes. I do. 

lullivan Reporting Company 211/528-6964 
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Q. Okay. And N’s true, is It no,. 

MS. Chapman. that in its 271 Order the FCC *tated 

that Scuthwe*t*rn Bell Telephone Company did not have 

a present obligation to furnish splitters? Correct? 

A. Yes, that under the current We* that 

there is no requirement to provide splitters. 

Q. And Is it ‘air to say that the FCC was 

locking at a snapshct in time in its order? That is 

June 30.2000. 

A. I would not agree that it was looking at 

June 30. 2000, particularly since *T&T’s ccsnm*nts 

were filed much later than thst, but. obviously, they 

viewed the materials that were svaileble prior to the 

order. yes. 

Q. What AT&T ccmmems did you just refer tc? 

A. Shoot. 

(1. FCC c.xnments7 

A. They were -AT&T filed both ex paties 

and s*ver*l affidavits relating to line splitting in 

the 271 filing. 

0. Okay. 

A. So there was quite e bit of dccumenta,lcn 

cut there regarding basically the *ame issues. 

Q. Are you talking *f,er June 30th or 

before? 

A. I believe *Rer June 30th. I knew we had 

a supplemental fling. so it would have actually been 

in the mid spring. 

Q. Okay. 

A. When scme of these filings would have 

been made I believe. 

Q. And you agree with ma that the FCC said 

in its Texas 271 Order thet the line spli,Wg issue 

is a recant development and is subject to further 

negotiation and, if necessary. arbitration before the 

Texss Commission. correct? 

A. If that’s - yes. I believe there what 

it says. yes. 

Q. Okay, and you cited that in your 

testimony. 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay. Now. do you have the 271 Order 

before you7 

A. NC. I don’t have q copy of it with me. 
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1 Q. Okay. 1 A. SC. yes. we would be interested in 

2 MS. HAMILL: Do you have an extra copy. 2 pursuing that. It’s not one of cur current 

3 A. I mean I might have the whole cite in 3 cbligeticns. However. yes. we would be intere*,ed in 

4 here. 4 offering this as a service if anyone would be 

5 MR. BINNIO: Yeah, we have extra. 5 interested in negotiating with us. 

6 MS. HAMILL: Thenk you. Chris. 6 Q. A service at market-based rates. no, 

7 Whereupon said document was 7 TELRlC rata*. ccrrac,? Let me make that clear. 

8 provided to fhe witness by 8 A. Yes. That’s a direction that we are very 

9 Mr. Binnig.) 9 interested in pursuing is that. in eddition to our 

LO Q. And would you turn tc paregraph 329 of 10 obligations under the Act, we went to begin 

L1 that order. MS. Chapman? 11 developing services and prcclu~3s for cur CLEC 

12 A. Yes. 12 customers, you know. at market-based rates. end SC in 

13 Q. Okay. and specifically the sentence thet 13 addition to all the things that we’re required tc 

L4 I just read appears in paragraph 329. “In any even,, 14 Provide. we want to also be able to provide sawlcas 

L5 the parties’ entire di*pute cn the question of line 15 that the CLECs are intereSted in in addition tc those 

L6 Splitting is a recent development and is subject to 16 that *re required tc be cffered. so. 

i7 further negotiation and. if necessary, arbitration 17 0. Okay. 

.B before the Texas Commission.” Ccrred? 18 A. This wculd be one of those. 

.9 A. Yes. and above that I would menticn that 19 Q. So is it your understanding then that 

!O it talks *bout that even if AT&T had f”lly developed 20 SWBT told the FCC in this June 6th letter that if w*s 

!I this issue. *hi* q rgumen, wculd lack merit and wc”Id. 21 interested in exploring the line-splitting option 

!Z in any event, be unripe for cur review here. so I 22 with CLECs such as AT&T? 

728 ,31 
1 mean you kind of need to read the whole ccntext of 1 A. Yes. 

2 the paragraph, but, yes. it does say that. 2 0. Okay. And at that time the FCC we* 

3 Q. If I ccu1d redirect your attention though 3 ectively ccnsiderlng the Texas 271 application. 

4 to the bentence that I read. do you sea that 4 COtT*Ct7 

5 immediately following that sentence the FCC’s Texas 5 A. yes. 

6 271 order references Fcc,“ct* S,B? 6 Q. Oksy. So is it your testimcny now -- 

7 A. Ye*. 7 well. I don’t mean -- is it your testimony the, yc” 

8 Q. Okay. And do you see Fcctncte ,216 at the 8 are still interested then in pursuing that 

9 bottom? 9 opportunity with CLECs? 

0 A. Yes. 10 A. Yes. we -are. 

1 Q. And that indicate* that SWBT recently 11 Q. J”*t not at TELRIC-based rates. 

* afWrns that it is “interested in exploring the “se 12 A. That is correct, yes. 

3 of SWST’s .splin*rs” in line-splining arrangements 13 Q. And just not in a “NE platform 

4 and that it views this “as a potential business 14 arr*“geme”t. 

5 opportunity”. SWBT June 6 ax park letter at 2. 15 A. How we would ectually perfcorm it. I mean 

6 GX~*Ct? 16 it might no, be called UNE-P. but we co”ld probably 

7 A. Yes. that is correct. 17 do something similar to what AT&T is requesting as * 

8 Q. Okay. 18 service. Yes. we would be in,ere*ted in pursuing 

9 A. We would be interested in pursuing ,hi* 19 something like that that would be beneficial to both 

0 as a business cppcrtunity as a service a, 20 parties. 

1 market-based rates for CLECs who wc”ld be interested. 21 Q. Because if it was a UNE pletform, 

22 Q. Ah. I see. 22 cbvlcusly --well, is it your understtanding that if 

I.., 7 : ___- m ̂ _^I -1-e n--_-__ -..l”,C”O Cnca --a--- ---- e 
or,, c.sc-c,o~ 
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1 up prior to that. then. yes. that could be an issue. 1 EXAMNER WOODS: I can't hear you. 
2 Q. Okay. Have any CLECe signed the Interim 2 MS. HIGHTMAN: Interim and permanent7 
3 Agreement that you provide here in your teetimony? 3 EXAMINER WOODS: ‘I think that would be a good 

4 A. I believe so. but I’m not certain. 4 id**. 

5 Q. l-b8 AADS signed the Interim Agreement7 5 MS. HIGHTMAN: Yeah. 

6 A. In Illinois? I am not certain. I 6 MR. SCHll=MAN: 

7 believe they may have. 7 Q. Did you engage in any negotiations with 

B Q. Has AADS signed the agreement in other 8 AADS about the terms of the Interim Agreement7 

9 states7 9 A. NC.. 

LO A. And, again, I believe they have. but I 10 Q. They signed it a* is. Right? 

II would have to check. 11 A. 1 don’t know. like I said. 

12 Q. Has SBC’s afGliat*. ASI. signed the 12 Q. You said they’ve signed it. 

13 Interim Agreement in any st*te? 13 A. I said I believe so. but I don’t know 

14 A. And, again. I believe so. 14 that they signed -- I don’t know exactly what they 

I.5 Q. Have any other CLECs besides AADS and ASI 15 signed. I didn’t *e* * copy of it, so I just 

.6 signed the Interim Agreement7 16 wouldn’t want to testify about somethin* the* I donY 

.7 A. I believe so. but, again. I would have to 17 know personally. 

.B check with our contrect group to deternine who and 18 Q. Were you involved in the negotiations 

.9 when. 19 With AADS 

!O Q. Sitting here today, you don’t know if 20 A. NO. I was not. 

!I there is any7 21 Q. With AS,? 

12 A. My understanding is that there is, but I 22 A. NC.. 
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1 didn’t go and check to see who signed. so I wouldn’t 1 Q. Who at SSC would do that? 

2 want to misspeek, and, age+“, I’m not positive it was 2 A. Their account manager would be involved 

3 the interim and not a peml*“e”t agr**me”t either. SO. 3 and generally a network negotiator. but I don’t know 

4 I believe we have CLECs who have signed. 4 specifically which person it would have been. 

5 0. All right. 5 Q. Okay. 

6 EXAMINER WOODS: If you’re not going to ssk, I 6 A. or people. 

7 am going to *Sk at the time of the initial brief we 7 Q. Ms. Chepmsn. in your testimony at peg* 36 

8 be provided an exhibit showing -- 8 you state --well. it’s line 24 and then it goes over 

9 MR. SINNIG: Who has signed7 9 to page 37 the first couple of line*. You de** that 

0 EXAMINER WOODS: I’m not necessarily interested IO burdensome unbundling or cdloceticm requirements 

1 in the particular perties other than the 11 will discourage future investments of this nature. 

2 wbbidiaries. If it’s other CLECs, that may or may 12 slowing the deployment of aclvenced s*rvicas and 

3 not be proprietary. but I would be interested to know 13 limiting competltlon. Do you see that testimony? 

4 if SSC or Ameritech subsidiaries have signed and 14 A. Yes, I dcl. 

5 which stetes they heve signed and what other CLECs 15 Q. Were you here yesterday when 

6 have signed. *Ithough Vm not particularly interested 16 Ms. Schleckman testified that SSC has continued to 

7 in the exact companies. 17 invest in their capper loop plant? 

8 MR. SlNNIG: So we could give you a number? 18 A. Yes. 

9 ExAMiNER WOODS: yes. 19 Q. Since the ‘gS Act? 

0 MR. SINNIG: Ssy X “umber of CLECs. 20 A. Yes. 

1 MS. HIGHTMAN: And do you we”, them interim and 21 Q. And you agree that SSClAmeritech h*s a” 

2 perma”e”t? 22 obligation to unbundle the elements of it* copper 

,r,,ivi.n nmnnrtinn Pn”w.z...w 3,7/C7~-COCd -r-a-- me-.. .?* 
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1 loop plant? 1 type of product is the type of thing that CLECs wan,? 

2 A. Oh, yes. 2 A. Wall. when we were deciding whet we 

3 0. Okay. 3 wanted to invest in our network. no. We decided 

4 A. I was just speaking here *bout the** are 4 based on what we wanted to in”*bt in our nehvork. but 

5 additional options that are *“ailable. and borne 5 as far as we try to develop products the, we think 

6 cu*tom*r* ere currently - you can’t serve them using 6 the CLEC community will like based on feedback and 

7 the exi*,ing technologies due to their di*t*nce from 7 thing* that we’ve h**rd from the CLECs. *a y*h. we 

8 the central office, and so this is --this will speed 8 ,*k* what has been s&d into consideration. 

9 up the *“*ilability of DSL *ewice* to end users. 9 0. At the time of *hi* - I guess the firs, 

.o Q. And you agree thet DSL *ewic*s can be 10 Interim Agreement came out with the May 24th 

.I provided over the copper loop plan,. I* that 11 Acc***ible Letter. Right7 

.2 COrr*Ct7 12 A. The,% ,x&ably correct. 

-3 A. Yes, and over the co,,per loop. subloo,,. 13 0. Development wasn’t done at that time to 

.4 I didn’t say that right; a copper subloop 86 well. 14 say, CLEC. do you went an offering like thie, or -- 

.5 Q. When you were de”eloping your Broadband 15 1’11 just leave the que*tion q t that. W*h any 

-6 Service offering -- let me *trike that because 16 development done to ask CLECs is *hi* the type Of 

.7 there’* a plsce in your testimony that I went to 17 offering you want7 

.B refer you to. 1s A. Webs had -- IW not sum on the timing 

.9 A. Sure. 19 of it. I know. you know. we’ve had *mm* meetings and 

!O Q. Okay. I, is on page 38. line 20. 20 some forums where we did have discussions with the 

!1 There’s a sentence that says. “AS lLECs become free 21 CLEC. I’m not sure on the -- the CLEC community. 

!2 to work cooperatively with CLEC customers in the ** I’m not sure on the timing of before or *f&r the May 
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1 development of mutually beneficial pro*~cA offerings. 1 24th r*le***, or it msy have been coincidental with 

2 true campetition will bloom and flourish.” 2 it as far as a formal request of that “**UT*. But. 

3 A. “h-huh. 3 obviously. if we’re going to develop a market 

Q. It’s beautifully written. 4 offering, we’re going to try to develop one that we 

A. Thank you. 5 think our cu*,om*r* are going to want to buy. 

MS. HIGHTMAN: Do you need a Kleenex? 6 0. Sure. 

MR. BINNIG: Flowery language. isn’t it7 7 I believe you went over with MS Hamill 

MR. SCHIFMAN: Tim. get me a Kleenex. 8 thet even if * CLEC buys the broedbilnd offering, that 

9 Q. Did you Work mopera,i”*ly with any CLECs 9 the CLEC has to collocat* in en Ameritech central 

.o in developing the Bmsdbend Service offering? 10 office in order to provide that service. I* that 

.1 A. We’re currently working cooperatively 11 right7 

.2 with the CLECs, yes. 12 A. Yes. 

.3 Q. AADS and AS17 13 0. Okay. 

4 A. All the CL-EC*. We are currently holding 14 Are you ewere that Co”*d and SBC *twck a 

.5 collabor*ti”es. In fact, I think we’“* got e big 15 **,tlem*nt recently? 

~6 meeting is it next week? I forget the dete, or msybe 16 A. Yes. 

7 it’s later this week. I have been out of the office 17 Q. Okay. And do you have any knowledge 0‘ 

.8 so much I forget. but wdre having regulsr 18 s0,n.s of the terms of the **ttl*m*“t? 

.9 collaborative ****ion* now. 19 A. I have *ome general knowledge of it. The 

!O Q. But the actual de”elo~ment of the product 20 terms haven’t been ,,m”ided to us yet, so I don’t 

:1 that’s set forth in the Interim Agreement here. did 21 have a copy of anything. 

:2 your group work With CLECs in determining if *hi* 22 Q. Okay. Let me pass *hi* out. 

IL.7 7 c -_-- m--^-&1-- n- -^-__ -,,‘l,e?a Cc.<” T-.4*- m-r.3 7 


